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NGUISTIC GAMES are probably very common in the languages of the world, and although the literature dealing with them is fairly large it is widely scattered. Burling (1970) and Haas (1967) provide brief taxonomies or typologies of the range of linguistic manipulation found in such games. Discussion of linguistic games is sometimes found in the context of descriptions of cultural, folkloristic, or literary phenomena in which the games are treated as interesting sidelights but not a matter of study in and for themselves. For example, Monod (1968) describes the complicated linguistic games played by bands of Paris youths, and Dubois et al. (1970) discuss a number of such games in French as well as in other languages. Two scholars who have focused on linguistic games per se are Conklin (1956 Conklin ( , 1959 and Haas (1957 Haas ( , 1969 , who deal with such phenomena in non-Western societies. Halle (1962) studies the linguistic detail of English Pig Latin and shows that the difference between General American and Pig Latin can be stated in the form of a single morphophonemic rule. What has not been discussed in the literature on linguistic games is the variation that is found in the playing of the games. Such variation is found, for example, in English Pig Latin in which stop can be either opstay or topsay; open can be either openway or openhay, etc. I n this paper I will deal with a game played by a group of American Indians, focusing precisely on the variation that exists in the 344 SOUTHWESTERN JOURNAL OF ANTHROPOLOGY playing of the game and examining the significance of this variation for the study of linguistic structures and the models that native speakers have for these linguistic structures.
Sorsik sunmakke, "talking backwards," is one of at least four linguistic games found among the Cuna Indians of San Blas, Panama. These games form part of an elaborate complex of linguistic play current in San Blas. Skill in playing with language is highly valued. T h e purpose of sorsik sunmakke is apparently not concealment but rather play for play's sake; it is performed mainly by children.
The rule for playing sorsik sunmakke is quite simple. It consists of moving the first syllable of a word to the end of the word. Thus the input [obsa] "bathed" gives the output [saob] . The game is of linguistic interest for two related reasons: (1) by moving syllables around within words and placing sounds in contact with one another, it provides rich data for the analysis of Cuna phonology; (2) it provides evidence of native speakers' solutions to phonological problems, thus giving us a glimpse of the models which the Cuna themselves use when they speak Cuna.
I n the course of my research I discovered that for the same sorsik sunmakke input, speakers sometimes gave differing outputs. One possible interpretation is that there are alternative models or grammars actually in use for the same dialect of Cuna. This interpretation is contrary to one of the hypotheses current in theoretical linguistics today, which claims that of the various "observationally adequate" descriptions of a language, there is a "descriptively adequate" one which best represents the intuitions of native speakers (Chomsky 1964) . In this paper I will first present the data from Cuna sorsik sunmakke and then discuss some interpretations that might be drawn from it.
In working with Cuna phonology, I encountered a situation familiar to linguists. Often there were problems for which alternative solutions were logically possible. Selection of the best of the alternative solutions depended on such considerations as neatness of analysis and simplicity, with regard to both Cuna grammar in particular and linguistic theory in general. Sorsik sunmakke seemed a useful tool in the selection among alternative solutions. The data will be presented in the form of specific phonological problems which they help to solve. First the problem will be stated, then the examples from sorsik sunmakke will be presented, and finally the solution will be formulated. T h e problems are of two types. First, there are those for which the examples from sorsik sunmakke indicate that all speakers agree with respect to their solutions. Second there are those for which the sorsik sunmakke examples suggest that speakers have alternative solutions.
1. Cuna syllable structure. Does an intervocalic consonant terminate a syllable or begin a new one? That is, is the syllable structure of (C)VCV(C) represented by (C)V-CV(C)or (C)VC-V(C)?I n the following examples from sorsik sunmakke, the input appears on the left side of the colon; the output is presented on the right.2
[osi] "pineapple" :
[sio], not * [ios]
[saban] "belly"
:
[bansa], not [ansab] Solution: According to all players of sorsik sunmakke the syllable structure of Cuna words of the shape (C)VCV(C) is (C)V-CV(C).
Cuna syllable structure. Does an intervocalic cluster of two consonants
(the maximum permissible) terminate a syllable, begin a new one, or split (one going with each syllable)? I.e., is the syllabic structure of (
[saob], not * [bsao]
[argan] "hand"
:
[ganar], not * [rgana] Solution: For all players the syllabic structure of words of the shape (C)VCCV(C) is (C)VC-CV(C). [nn] .Does it pattern as a single consonant (as 1, above) or a consonant cluster (as 2, above)? From sorsik sunmakke:
Representation of the long nasal stop
Solution: For all players the sound [nn] patterns as a consonant cluster, the first [n] terminating one syllable and the second beginning the next.
Representation of [l] which alternates with [r]:
Does it pattern as a single consonant or a consonant cluster?From sorsik sunmakke:
2 All examples are written in a phonetic transcription since the point of this paper is to show what light a comparison of pronounced or phonetic sorsik sunmakke inputs and outputs sheds on underlying phonological representations in Cuna.
3 It seems reasonable to use the asterisk to mark forms which are not possible in sorsik sunmakke, i.e., forms which are ungrammatical with respect to the rules of the game. Solution: "a" speakers recognize the underlying phonological or morphophonemic representation of the clusters in question; "b" speakers do not.
Notice that "a" speakers and "b"speakers do not constitute distinct dialects.
Rather, it is a question of the degree of abstractness of phonological struc-5 The letters "a" and "b" will be used throughout the examples in this section to label the alternative solutions. It is not, however, always the same individuals who operate with the "a" or "b" solutions; i.e., the "a" speakers represented in problem 1 are not necessarily the "a" speakers in problem 2. What is significant is that for each phonological problem discussed in this section, alternative solutions are in use. ture which they recognize or bring into play in sorsik sunmakke. Or one might say that "a" speakers apply the sorsik sunmakke rule before the consonantal assimilation rules, while "b" speakers apply the sorsik sunmakke rule after the consonantal assimilation rules. Solution: "a" speakers represent the surface intervocalic voiced/voiceless stop distinction as a short consonant/long consonant distinction; "b" speakers do not. I n this example there is evidence from the ordinary use of Cuna that "a" speakers have the more abstract and the more correct or economical phonological solution. First, there are no consonant clusters which consist of a voiceless stop plus another consonant. This fact is best described by representing voiceless stops as long consonants (consonant clusters); the maximum consonant cluster consists of two consonants. Furthermore, voiceless stops are simplified to voiced stops when they come into contact with another consonant, thereby apparently preventing the formation of a nonpermissible three consonant cluster. For example, [gwapaa] "three round ones," but [warbaa] "three pole-like ones." Second, when a voiced consonant comes into contact with itself, the resulting long consonant is pronounced voiceless. Solution: "a" speakers recognize or posit semivowels within the vowel clusters [ia] and [ua] ; "b" speakers do not. I n this example, as in 2, 3, and 4 above, "a" speakers operate with a more abstract phonological representation than do "b" speakers. However, this example is distinct from the preceding ones in that there are no alternating forms in ordinary Cuna which would lead us to posit the underlying semivowels. One might argue that the representation used by "a" speakers is excessively or unnecessarily abstract. Solution: "a" speakers treat [sw] as a cluster of two consonants; "b" speakers treat [sw] as a single sound. The best linguistic solution here seems to be that of "a" speakers. I n ordinary Cuna, [sw] behaves like a consonant cluster. Like clusters it never occurs initially or finally in syllables. Furthermore, it can never enter into clusters with other consonants.
Voiceless intervocalic

CONCLUSIONS
There are a number of interpretations that one might draw from the examples of Cuna sorsik sunmakke given here.
I. The differences in the playing of sorsik sunmakke reflect Cuna dialect differences. This interpretation explains only the alternative solutions in problem 1, above. Apart from differences with regard to the syllabic representation of long vowels, there is no evidence of dialect differences between "a" and "b" speakers.
11. Sorsik sunmakke as distinct from ordinary Cuna is a linguistic game which has rules of its own. Speakers who play the game differently have different sets of rules for the game; it is impossible to draw conclusions with regard to phonological representations from sorsik sunmakke examples. This interpretation seems to me to be weak since the game is obviously based on the phonological system of Cuna. I n recent years there has been a great desire on the part of linguists to describe the intuitions of native speakers. Yet there is rarely evidence other than the description itself for these intuitions. Investigation of linguistic games may prove one important way of avoiding this circularity.
111. I n an interpretation related to 11, it could be stated that some speakers draw on more abstract phonological or morphophonemic representations than others when playing sorsik sunmakke. This interpretation applies best to problems 2 and 4 in the section on alternative solutions; it does not apply to 5 and 6, and it is weak at best for 3. With regard to this interpretation, the data from sorsik sunmakke is relevant to some of the questions raised by Kiparsky (1968) regarding the abstractness of phonological descriptions.
IV. Different speakers of Cuna use distinct phonological representations or models in speaking Cuna or at least operate with distinct solutions to particular phonological problems. The problem of the uniqueness of linguis-351 TALKING BACKWARDS I N CUNA tic representations has been discussed often and has been related to the problem of the psychological reality of the representations (Chao 1934; Chomsky 1964 Chomsky , 1965 Malone 1970; Sapir 1949; Schane 1968) . The currently most accepted view is probably that of Chomsky, who distinguishes "observational adequacy" from "descriptive adequacy." According to Chomsky (1964: 63), . . . a grammar that aims for observational adequacy is concerned merely to give an account of the primary data (e.g., the corpus) that is the input to the learning device; a grammar that aims for descriptive adequacy is concerned to give a correct account of the linguistic intuition of the native speaker.
This statement implies, of course, that all speakers of the same dialect of a language possess a unique linguistic model or representation, the one which is the most correct description a linguist can make.
T h e data presented here suggest another possibility, namely, that different speakers in a community may be using distinct linguistic models when speaking to one another, one of which is from a linguistic point of view better or more correct than the others.11 The view that different members of a culture or community may have different models which enable them to operate in that culture or community has been succinctly expressed by Wallace (1961) . He contrasts two approaches to the relationship between culture and the individual. (1) The "replication of uniformity":
. . . the society may be regarded as culturally homogeneous and the individuals will be expected to share a uniform nuclear character . . . the interest of processual research lies rather in the mechanisms of socialization by which each generation becomes, culturally and characterologically, a replica of its predecessors (Wallace 1961:26). (2) The "organization of diversity":
. . . a radical diversity of mazeways that have their orderly relationship guaranteed not by the sharing of uniformity, but by their capacities for mutual prediction (Wallace 1961:28) .
With regard to linguistic structures, the view that all native speakers of a particular language share a unique grammar is equivalent to Wallace's "replication of uniformity," while the view that several models are in use in a sieech community is his "organization of diversity." Cuna sorsik sunrnakke provides evidence for the second view.
I t seems useful to point out that the problem raised here was encountered in the course of research undertaken with a sociolinguistic perspective to language study. This perspective does not assume "an ideal speaker-listener, in a completely homogeneous speech-community" (Chomsky 1965 : 3) . Rather, it assumes heterogeneity and studies variation and not uniformity in the use of speech. A linguist working with a single, isolated informant would not have discovered the variation in the sorsik sunmakke outputs of different Cuna speakers. I n fact, one important subject for future research in linguistic theory is the investigation of those areas of language in which there is variation (both on the surface and in underlying models) and those in which there is not. Furthermore, a linguist operating with a sociolinguistic perspective is concerned with many uses of language, including such phenomena as linguistic play and linguistic games. As demonstrated here, these phenomena are of interest not only to the anthropologist studying the place of speaking in a culture but also to the linguist interested in linguistic structures.
Finally, the data presented here are of relevance to students of language acquisition for two reasons. First, there is the possibility that different models of linguistic structure are in use in the same community. If one is studying the process by which individuals acquire linguistic models, it is crucial to know what the actual end products of the process are. Second, linguistic games are part of the socialization or acquisition process-of both language and culture. As such, they are both useful tools in the analysis of the acquisition process and interesting objects of study in themselves.12 BIBLIOGRAPHY
